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US. Customs Service 
(T.D. 74-268) 
Cotton textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton textiles and cotton textile products in all 
64 categories manufactured or produced in Haiti 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CusTOMs, 
Washington, D.C., October 9, 1974. 


There is published below directive of September 26, 1974, received by 
the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the restriction on 
entry into the United States of cotton textiles and cotton textile 
products in categories 1 through 64 manufactured or produced in 
Haiti. 


This directive was published in the Federal Register on October 4, 
1974 (39 FR 35839) , by the Committee. 


(QUO-2-1) 


R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 
September 26, 197 4. 
CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 
Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton Textile Agreement of November 3, 
1971, as amended, between the Governments of the United States 
and Haiti, and in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 
11651 of March 3, 1972, you are directed to prohibit, effective October 1, 
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1974 and for the twelve-month period extending through September 30, 
1975, entry into the United States for consumption and withdrawal 
from warehouse for consumption of cotton textiles and cotton textile 
products in Categories 1 through 64 and in individual Categories 39, 
51, 53 and 63, produced or manufactured in Haiti, in excess of the 
following levels of restraint : 


Category Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
1 through 64 5, 209, 313 square yards equiva- 
lent 
39 231,525 dozen pairs 
51 58,998 dozen 
53 21,721 dozen 
63 410, 869 pounds 

The levels of restraint set forth above are subject to adjustment 
pursuant to the provisions of the bilateral agreement of November 3, 
1971, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and 
Haiti, which provide, in part, that within the aggregate limit, the 
limits of certain categories may be exceeded by not more than 5 
percent; for the limited carryover of shortfalls in certain categories 
to the next agreement year; and for administrative arrangements. Any 
appropriate adjustments pursuant to the provisions of the bilateral 
agreement referred to above will be made to you by further letter. 

A detailed description of the categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. num- 
bers and factors for converting category units into equivalent square 
yards was published in the Federal Register on January 25, 1974 (39 
F.R. 3430). 

In carrying out the above directions, éntry into the United States 
for consumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption 
into the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Haiti with 
respect to imports of cotton textiles and cotton textile products from 
Haiti have been determined by the Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the 
United States. Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of Cus- 
toms, being necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall within 
the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
553. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


Sern M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance. 
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(T.D. 74-269) 


Cotton textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton textiles and cotton textile products in 
certain categories manufactured or produced in Brazil 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., October 9, 1974. 


There is published below the directive of September 26, 1974, re- 
ceived by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Com- 
mittee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the 
restriction on entry into the United States of cotton textiles and cotton 
textile products in certain categories manufactured or produced in 
Brazil. 

This directive was published in the Federal Register on October 4, 
1974 (39 FR 35837), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 
R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


September 26, 197 4. 
CoMMISSIONER OF CusToMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton Textile Agreement of October 23, 
1970, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and 
the Federative Republic of Brazil, and in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, you are directed 
to prohibit, effective October 1, 1974, and for the twelve-month period 
extending through September 30, 1975, entry into the United States 
for consumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption 
of cotton textiles and cotton textile products in Categories 1-4, 9, 18/19 
and part of 26 (printcloth), 22/23, part of 26/27 (duck), part of 
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26/27 (other than printcloth and duck), part of 30/31, 50, 51, 55, and 
part of 64, produced or manufactured in the Federative Republic of 
Brazil, in excess of the following levels of restraint: 


Category Twelve-Month Levels of Restraint 
1-4 7, 927,215 pounds 
9 14, 586, 075 sq. yds. 
18/19 and part of 26 (printcloth)* 12, 762, 815 sq. yds. 
22/23 5, 469, 778 sq. yds. 
Part of 26/27 (duck)? 3, 038, 765 sq. yds. 
Part of 26/27 (other than print- 

cloth and duck) *? 7, 900, 790 sq. yds. 
Part of 30/31 * 6, 985, 667 pieces 
50 47,809 dozen 
51 40,979 dozen 
55 16, 683 dozen 
Part of 64 (only T.S.U.S.A. No. 

366.6500) 264,240 pounds 


In carrying out this directive, entries of cotton textiles and cotton 
textile products in the above categories, produced or manufactured 
in the Federative Republic of Brazil which have been exported to 
the United States from the Federative Republic of Brazil prior to 
October 1, 1974, shall, to the extent of any unfilled balances, be charged 
against the levels of restraint established for such goods during the 
period October 1, 1973 through September 30, 1974. In the event that 
the above levels of restraint for that period have been exhausted by 
previous entries, such goods shall be subject to the levels set forth in 
this letter. 

The levels of restraint set forth above are subject to adjustment pur- 
suant to the provisions of the bilateral agreement of October 23, 1970, as 
amended, between the Governments of the United States and the 
Federative Republic of Brazil which provide, in part, that within 
the aggregate limit and group limits, the limitations on specific cate- 
gories may be exceeded by not more than 5 percent; for the limited 
carryover of shortfalls in certain categories to the next agreement 
year; and for administrative arrangements. Any appropriate adjust- 
ments pursuant to the provisions of the bilateral agreement referred 
to above, will be made to you by further letter. 


1In Category 26, the T.S.U.S.A. numbers for printcloth are: 
320.—34 822.—34 327.—34 
321.—34 326.—34 328.—34 
® The T.S.U.S.A. Nos. for duck are: 
320.—01 through 04, 06, 08 326.—01 through 04, 06, 08 
321.—01 through 04, 06, 08 327.—01 through 04, 06, 08 
322.—01 through 04, 06, 08 328.—01 through 04, 06, 08 
% All of Categories 30 and 31 except T.S.U.S.A. No. 366.2740. 
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A detailed description of the categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. 
numbers was published in the Federal Register on January 25, 1974 
(39 F.R. 3430). 

In carrying out the above directions, entry into the United States 
for consumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption 
into the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Federative 
Republic of Brazil and with respect to imports of cotton textiles and 
cotton textile products from the Federative Republic of Brazil have 
been determined by the Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. 
Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner of Customs, being nec- 
essary to the implementation of such actions, fall within the foreign 
affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This 
letter will be published in the Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


Sern M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 


(T.D. 74-270) 


Wool and manmade fiber textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on entry of wool, and manmade fiber textile products in certain 
categories manufactured or produced in the Republic of China 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFrIce OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CusTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., October 9, 1974. 


There is published below the directive of September 26, 1974, re- 
ceived by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Com- 
mittee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning 
the restriction on entry into the United States of wool, and manmade 
fiber textile products in certain categories, manufactured or produced 
in the Republic of China. 

This directive was published in the Federal Register on October 4, 
1974 (39 FR 35838), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 


R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C, 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


September 26, 1974. 
CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 


Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Under the provisions of the Bilateral Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of December 30, 1971, as amended, between the 
Governments of the United States and the Republic of China, and 
in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of 
March 3, 1972, you are directed to prohibit, effective October 1, 1974, 
and for the twelve-month period extending through September 30, 
1975, entry into the United States for consumption and withdrawal 
from warehouse for consumption of wool textile products in Cate- 
gories 111-125, as a group; Categories 101-110 and 126-132, as a 
group; and Categories 116 and 117; and manmade fiber textile prod- 
ucts in Categories 211, 213, 216, 219, 221, 229, 294, 298, 239, 234, 
and 235, produced or manufactured in the Republic of China, in excess 
of the following twelve-month levels of restraint : 

Category 
111-125 


Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
4, 030,400 square yards equiv- 
alent 
116 837,005 pounds 
117 523, 128 pounds 
101-110 and 126-132 812,100 square yards equiv- 
alent 
211 765,096 pounds 
213 7, 650, 962 pounds 
216 658, 692 dozen 
219 5, 070, 637 dozen 
991 3, 567, 677 dozen 
299 3, 352, 669 dozen 
224 3 8, 589,744 pounds (of which 
not more than 
200,000 pounds 
shall be in 
TSUSA Nos. 


1 The level for this consultation category was established in accordance with the provi- 
sions of paragraph 3 of the Bilateral Wool and Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement with 
the Republic of China for the twelve-month period which began on October 1, 1973. 
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Category Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
380.0420 and 


380.8143 and not 
more than 600,- 
000 pounds shall 
be in TSUSA 
Nos. 380.0402 
and 380.8103.) 

410,719 dozen 

574, 264 dozen 
1, 075, 755 dozen 
1,561,472 dozen 

In carrying out this directive, entries of wool and man-made fiber 
textile products in the above categories, produced or manufactured 
in the Republic of China, which have been exported to the United 
States prior to October 1, 1974, shall, to the extent of any unfilled 
balances be charged against the levels of restraint established for such 
goods during the period October 1, 1973 through September 30, 1974. 
In the event that the levels of restraint for that period have been ex- 
hausted by the previous entries, such goods shall be subject to the levels 
set forth in this letter. 

The levels of restraint set forth above are subject to adjustment pur- 
suant to the provisions of the Bilateral Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of December 30, 1971, as amended, between the 
Governments of the United States and the Republic of China which 
provide, in part, that within the aggregate and applicable group limits, 
limits on certain categories may be exceeded by not more than 5 per- 
cent; for the limited carryover of shortfalls in certain categories to the 
next agreement year; for limited inter-fiber flexibility between cotton 
textiles and man-made fiber textile products of the comparable cate- 
gory ; and for administrative arrangements. 

A detailed description of the wool and man-made fiber textile cate- 
gories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers and conversion factors for con- 
verting units into equivalent square yards was published in the Federal 
Register on January 25, 1974 (39 F.R. 3430). 

In carrying out this directive, entry into the United States for con- 
sumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption into the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic of 
China and with respect to imports of wool and man-made fiber textile 
products from the Republic of China have been determined by the Com- 
mittee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements to involve for- 
eign affairs functions of the United States. Therefore, the directions to 


bo bo bt to 
Go Co bo 
et He bo CO 


w 
or 


558-771—74 2 





8 CUSTOMS 


the Commissioner of Customs, being necessary to the implementation 
of such actions, fal! within the foreign affairs exception to the rule- 
making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the 
Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


Seru M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 


(T.D. 74-271) 
Cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textile products in certain 
eategories manufactured or produced in the Republic of Korea 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., October 9,197 4. 


There are published below directives of September 26, 1974, re- 
ceived by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Commit- 
tee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the re- 
striction on entry into the United States of cotton, wool, and manmade 
fiber textile products in certain categories manufactured or produced 
in the Republic of Korea. 

These directives were published in the Federal Register on October 1 
and 4, 1974 (89 FR 35410 and 35840) , by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 
R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 
September 26, 1974. 


CoMMISSIONER OF CusToMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Under the provisions of the Bilateral Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of January 4, 1972, as amended, between the Gov- 
ernments of the United States and the Republic of Korea, and in ac- 
cordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 
1972, you are directed to prohibit, effective October 1, 1974 and for the 
twelve-month period extending through September 30, 1975, entry 
into the United States for consumption and withdrawal from ware- 
house for consumption of wool textile products in Categories 104 and 
120; man-made fiber textile products in Categories 200-205 and 241- 
243, as a group, and the nine constituent categories comprising that 
group; Categories 206-213, as a group, and the eight constituent cate- 
gories comprising that group; and Categories 214-240, as a group, and 
the 27 constituent categories comprising that group, in excess of the 
following twelve-month levels of restraint : 


Category Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
104 1,536,169 square yards 
120 320,447 numbers 
200-205 and 
241-243 37,450,400 square yards equiva- 
lent 
*200 1,709,402 pounds 
*201 96,339 pounds 
*202 1,724,138 pounds 
*203 147,059 pounds 
*204 121,359 pounds 
*205 142,450 pounds 
*241 4,545,455 square feet 
*249 64,103 pounds 
*243 256,410 pounds 
206-213 18,887,700 square yards equiva- 
lent 
*206 500,000 square yards 
*207 500,000 square yards 


See footnote at end of table. 
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Oategory : Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
*208 ~ wt. 10,000,000 square yards (of 
a which not more 

than 8,000,000 
square yards may 
be in T.S.U.S.A. 
Nos. 338.3035, 
338.3036, 338.3053 
and 338.3054) 

*209 500,000 square yards 

*210 900,000 square yards 

211 2,004,636 pounds 

*212 500,000 square yards 

*213 134,615 pounds 

214-240 348,971,900 square yards equiva- 
lent 

*214 198,300 dozen pairs 

*215 163,043 dozen pairs 

216 136,438 dozen 

*217 6,736 dozen 

*218 414,365 dozen 

219 3,086,991 dozen 


*220 28,090 dozen 
291 2,565,103 dozen 
Part 222 (excluding 

T.S.U.S.A. Nos. 
380.0428 and 
380.8165) 732,794 dozen 

#993 437,500 dozen 

2 


*_ 


4/part 222 (only 
T.S.U.S.A. Nos. 
380.0428 and 
380.8165) 5,580,692 pounds (of which not 
more than 1,282,051 
pounds may be in 
T.S.U.S.A. No. 
380.8143 and not 
more than 769,23 
pounds may be in 
T.S.U.S.A. Nos. 
380.8103 and 380.- 
8107) 
42.105 dozen 
See footnote at end of table. 
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Category Twelve-Month Level of Restraint 
*296 210,843 dozen 
*297 25,641 pounds 
298 702,002 «lozen 
229 704,876 dozen 
11,038 dozen 
3,922 dozen 
3,849 dozen 
9.390 dozen 
3,521,435 dozen 
1.302.967 dozen 
19,663 dozen 
126,667 numbers 
174,741 dozen 
*939 12.500 dozen ‘ 
*240 1,043,210 pounds x 


*Consultation categories—levels established in accordance with provisions of para- 
graph 3 of the Wool and Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement with the Republic of Korea 
for the twelve-month period beginning on October 1, 1973. 


In carrying out this directive, entries of wool and man-made fiber 
textile products in the above categories, produced or manufactured 
in the Republic of Korea, which have been exported to the United 


States prior to October 1, 1974, shall, to the extent of any unfilled bal- 
ances be charged against the levels of restraint established for such 
goods during the period October 1, 1973 through September 30, 1974. 
In the event that the levels of restraint for that period have been ex- 
hausted by previous entries, such goods shall be subject to the levels set 
forth in this letter. 

The levels of restraint set forth above are subject to adjustment 
pursuant to the provisions of the bilateral agreement of January 4, 
1972, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and 
the Republic of Korea which provide in part, that within the aggregate 
and applicable group limits, limits on certain categories may be ex- 
ceeded by not more than 5 percent; for the limited carryover of 
shortfalls in certain categories to the next agreement year; for limited 
interfiber flexibility between cotton textiles and man-made fiber tex- 
tile products of the comparable category; and for administrative 
arrangements. 

A detailed description of the wool and man-made fiber textile cate- 
gories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. numbers and conversion factors for con- 
verting units into equivalent square yards was published in the 
Federal Register on January 25, 1974 (39 F.R. 3430). 

In carrying out this directive, entry into the United States for con- 
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sumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption into the 
Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of Korea and with respect to imports of wool and man-made fiber 
textile products from the Republic of Korea have been determined by 
the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements to 
involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. Therefore, the 
directions to the Commissioner of Customs, being necessary to the 
implementation of such actions, fall within the foreign affairs ex- 
ception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will 
be published in the Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


Sern M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance. 


THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


September 26, 1974. 


CoMMISSIONER OF CusToMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton Textile Agreement of Decem- 
ber 30, 1971, as amended, between the Governments of the United 
States and the Republic of Korea, and in accordance with the pro- 
visions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, you are directed 
to prohibit, effective October 1, 1974, and for the twelve-month period 
extending through September 30, 1975, entry into the United States 
for consumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption, of 
cotton textiles and cotton textile products in Categories 7, 9/10, 
18/19/26 (printcloth only) , 22/23, 26 (duck fabric), 26/27 (other than 
duck fabric and printcloth), part of 31, 34/35, 38, 39, 45, 46/47, 48, 49, 
50, 51, 52, 53, 54, 55, 60, and parts of 64 (tablecloths, napkins, and 
zipper tapes only), produced or manufactured in the Republic of 
Korea in excess of the following twelve-month levels of restraint : 
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Twelve-Month Level 
Category of Restraint 
= 


i 839,425 square yards 
9/10 5,078,514 square yards 
18/19/26 (printcloth only)* 3, 231,245 square yards 
22/23 2, 224,475 square yards 
26 (duck fabric) ? 18, 467,315 square yards 
26/27 (other than duck fabric 
and printcloth) * 2, 434, 865 square yards 
31 (only T.S.U.S.A. No. 
366.2740) 1, 596, 586 pieces 
34/35 291, 579 pieces 
38 193,916 pounds 
39 185, 889 dozen pairs 
45 50,366 dozen 
46/47 , 872,271 square yards 
equivalent 
48 15, 989 dozen 
49 41,971 dozen 
50 70,515 dozen 
51 95,695 dozen 
52 50, 366 dozen 
53 15,989 dozen 
54 75,549 dozen 
55 15,989 dozen 
60 43, 653 dozen 
64 (only T.S.U.S.A. Nos: 
366.4500, 366.4600, 
and 366.4700) 767, 234 pounds 
64 (only T.S.U.S.A. No. 
347.3340) 94,015 pounds 


In carrying out this directive, entries of cotton textiles and cotton 
textile products in the above categories produced or manufactured 
in the Republic of Korea, which have been exported to the United 
States from the Republic of Korea prior to October 1, 1974, shall, 
to the extent of any unfilled balances be charged against the levels 
of restraint established for such goods for the twelve-month period 
beginning October 1, 1973, and extending through September 30, 1974. 


1In Category 26, the T.S.U.S.A. Nos. for printcloth are: 
320.—34 322.—34 327.—34 
321.—34 326.—34 328.—34 

2 The T.S.U.S.A. Nos. for duck fabric are : 
320.—01 through 04, 06, 08 326.—01 through 04, 06, 08 
321.—01 through 04, 06, 08 327.—01 through 04, 06, 08 
322.—01 through 04, 06, 08 328.—01 through 04, 06, 08 

3 In Category 26, all T.S.U.S.A. Nos. not included in footnotes 1 and 2. 
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In the event that the levels of restraint for the twelve-month period 
ending September 30, 1974 have been exhausted by previous entries, 
such goods shall be subject to the levels of restraint set forth in 
this letter. 

The levels of restraint set forth above are subject to adjustment 
pursuant to the provisions of the bilateral agreement of December 30, 
1971, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and 
the Republic of Korea which provide, in part, that within the aggregate 
limit, the limits of certain categories may be exceeded by not more 
than five percent; for the limited carryover of shortfalls in certain 
categories to the next agreement year; and for administrative arrange- 
ments. Any appropriate adjustments pursuant to the provisions of the 
bilateral agreement referred to above, will be made to you by further 
letter. A detailed description of the categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. 
numbers was published in the Federal Register on January 25, 1974 
(39 F.R. 34380). 

In carrying out the above directions, entry into the United States 
for consumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption 
into the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of Korea and with respect to imports of cotton textiles and cotton 
textile products from the Republic of Korea have been determined 


by the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 
to involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. Therefore, 
the directions to the Commissioner of Customs, being necessary to the 
implementation of such actions, fall within the foreign affairs excep- 
tion to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be 
published in the Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


SetH M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 





CUSTOMS 
(T.D. 74-272) 
Customhouse brokers—Customs Regulations amended 


Section 111.17, Customs Regulations, pertaining to the review of a denial 
of a customhouse broker's license, amended 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C. 


TITLE 19—CUSTOMS DUTIES 
Cuarrer I—Unirep States Customs SERVICE 
PART III—CUSTOMHOUSE BROKERS 


On April 5, 1974, a notice of proposed rulemaking was published in 
the Federal Register (39 FR 12356) which proposed to amend section 
111.17 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 111.17). The proposed 
amendment provided that a request from an applicant for review by 
the Commissioner of Customs of a denial of a customhouse broker’s 
license must be received by the Commissioner within 60 days of the 
denial, and a request for additional review by the Secretary of the 
Treasury must be received by the Secretary within 30 days of the 
Commissioner’s affirmation of the denial. 

After consideration of all comments received, it was decided that 
the time for filing a request for additional review by the Secretary of 
the Treasury of a decision of the Commissioner of Customs affirming 
the denial of the application for a customhouse broker’s license should 
be extended from 30 days, as originally proposed, to 60 days, in order 
to conform this time period with the period prescribed for filing a 
request for review by the Commissioner of Customs. 

Accordingly, section 111.17 of the Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
111.17) is amended to read as follows: 


§111.17 Review of the denial of a license. 


(a) By the Commissioner. Upon the denial of an application for 
license, the applicant may file with the Commissioner of Customs, in 
writing, a request that further opportunity be given for the presen- 
tation of information or arguments in support of the application by 
personal appearance, or in writing, or both. This request must be re- 
ceived by the Commissioner within 60 days of the denial. 

(b) By the Secretary. Upon the decision of the Commissioner 
affirming the denial of an application for a license, the applicant may 
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file with the Secretary of the Treasury, in writing, a request for such 

additional review as the Secretary shall deem appropriate: This re- 

quest must be received by the Secretary within 60 days of the Com- 

missioner’s affirmation of the denial of an application for license. 

(R.S. 251, as amended, secs. 624, 641, 46 Stat. 759, as amended; 19 
U.S.C. 66, 1624, 1641) 


Effective date. This amendment shall become effective 30 days after 
date of publication in the Federal Register. 
(ADM-9-03) 


Vernon D. Acrez, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


Approved October 8, 1974: 
Daviw R. Macponatp, 
Assistant Secretary of the Treasury. 


[Published in the Federal Register October 17, 1974 (39 FR 37051) ] 


(T.D. 74-273) 
Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal Re- 
serve Bank of New York for the Honk Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippines 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
Orrice or THE CoMMISSIONER oF CusToMs, 
Washington, D.C., October 9, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c) ), has certified buying 
rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. 
These rates of exchange are published for the information and use of 
Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Subpart 
C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 
September 30-October 4, 1974.--..------- $0. 1970 


Tran rial: 
September 30—October 4, 1974 
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Philippines peso: 
September 30, 1974__----2.1.-.22+.L--.-- $0. 1481 
October 1, 1974 £1495 
October 2, 1974 
October 3, 1974 
October 4, 1974 


Singapore dollar : 
September 30, 1974 
October 1, 1974 
October 2, 1974 
October 3, 1974 
October 4, 1974 


Thailand baht (tical) : 


September 30—October 4, 1974 
(LIQ-3-0 :D:T) 


R. N. Marra, 
Director. 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 74-974) 


Manmade fiber textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on entry of manmade fiber textiles in category 240 manufactured 
or produced in the Republic of China 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., October 15, 1974. 


There is published below the directive of October 4, 1974, received 
by the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee for 
the Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the visa re- 
quirements for manmade fiber textiles in category 240 manufactured or 
produced in the Republic of China. This directive further amends but 
does not cancel that Committee’s directive of September 27, 1972 
(T.D. 72-295). 

This directive was published in the Federal Register on October 7, 
1974 (39 FR 36040) , by the Committee. 


(QUO-2-1) 
R. N. Marra, 


Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 
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THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 


October 4, 1974. 
CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 
Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


This directive further amends, but does not cancel, the directive 
of September 27, 1972 from the Chairman, Committee for the Imple- 
mentation of Textile Agreements, which directed you to prohibit, 
effective on the date of publication and until further notice, entry 
into the United States for consumption, or withdrawal from ware- 
house for consumption, of cotton textiles and cotton textile products 
in Categories 1-64; wool textile products in Categories 101-126, 128, 
and 131-132; and man-made fiber textile products in Categories 
200-243, produced or manufactured in the Republic of China, for 
which the Republic of China had not issued an appropriate visa. The 
directive of September 27, 1972 was previously amended on April 19, 
May 9 and July 30, 1973 and on May 31, 1974. 

Under the provisions of the Bilateral Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of December 30, 1971, as amended, between the 
Governments of the United States and the Republic of China, and in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 
1972, you are directed, effective as soon as possible and until further 
notice, to permit entry of products in Category 240 (T.S.U.S.A. Num- 
ber 376.5600) for which the reporting unit recorded on the accom- 
panying visa is in dozens, instead of pounds. You are further directed, 
for the period extending through January 5, 1975, to permit entry of 
products in Category 240 (T.S.U.S.A. Number 376.5600) for which 
the reporting unit is recorded in pounds on the accompanying visa, 
provided the total number of pounds is equal to the total number of 
units included in the entry. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of China and with respect to imports of man-made fiber textile prod- 
ucts from the Republic of China have been determined by the Com- 
mittee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements to involve for- 
eign affairs functions of the United States. Therefore, the directions to 
the Commissioner of Customs, being necessary to the implementation 
of such actions, fall within the foreign affairs exception to the rule- 
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making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in 
the Federal Register. 


Sincerely, 


Sern M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, and 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance, 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
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Customs Decision 


(C.D. 4560) 


Tue Rusperset Company + x 
v. Unrrep STATES 
THe SHERWIN-WiLLiaMs COMPANY ET AL. 


Paint brush knots and paint brushes 


ASSEMBLED ArTICLEsS—BuLK MarerrAts—ApprrioNaAL Processine 
ABROAD 


Paint brush knots and paint brushes exported from Canada and 
entered at Buffalo-Niagara Falls, N.Y. were classified in liquidation 
under TSUS item 750.65 with duty allowances made for certain 
components of American origin pursuant to TSUS item 807.00. 
Plaintiffs claim that additional duty allowances should have been 
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made in liquidation pursuant to item 807.00 for the nylon filaments 

of American origin contained in the knots and brushes. 

The evidence in the case discloses that the nylon filaments are ex- 
ported from the United States to Canada in bundles packed in 25- 
pound cartons where the bundles are broken down into “batch” quanti- 
ties and then into “machine-load” quantities, and then workers select 
filaments from the load by weight and size for a given knot or brush 
and thereafter join the selected filaments to other parts to produce a 
knot or brush. 

Held ; Where bulk materials like the bundled filaments in this case 
must be subjected upon exportation to a foreign country to additional 
processing in that country in order to render them usable for assembly 
with other parts of the imported articles such additional processing 
constitutes “further fabrication” of the exported components within 
the meaning of TSUS item 807.00 clause (a). 2. Dillingham, Ine. v. 
United States, 60 CCPA 39, C.A.D. 1078, 470 F.2d 629 (1972) fol- 
lowed, and General Instrument Corporation v. United States, 60 
CCPA 178, C.A.D. 1106, 480 F.2d 1402 (1973) distinguished. 


Court Nos. 70/56365, 70/56364, 70 /56363 and 70 /56361 
Port ‘of Buffalo 
[Dismissed.] 


(Decided October 1, 1974) 


Barnes, Richardson & Colburn (Rufus E.,Jarman, Jr., and James F. Donnelly 
of counsel) for the plaintiffs. 


Carla A. Hills, Assistant Attorney General (James Caffentzis, trial attorney), 
for the defendant. 


Ricuarpson, Judge: “The merchandise of these cases which were 
tried jointly consists of paint brush-knots and paint brushes exported 
from Canada and classified in liquidation upon entry at the port of 
Buffalo-Niagara Falls, N.Y. under TSUS item 750.65 at the duty rate 
of 18 per centum ad valorem, with duty allowances being made for a 
number of components of American, origin pursuant to TSUS item 
807.00. In question in these cases is the refusal of the district director 
of customs to make an allowance in duty under item 807.00 for the 
nylon bristles or filaments of American origin which are contained in 
the imported knots and brushes. 

Plaintiffs contend that the nylon filaments meet the requirements 
of item 807.00 and are, therefore, entitled to the duty allowances pro- 
vided for in that statute. Defendant contends that the filaments were 
propérly denied item 807.00 treatment because at the time of their 
exportation from the United States,they required further fabrication 
prior to assembly in Canada. 
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Item 807.00, TSUS, provides for the payment’of duty upon the full 
value of the imported article less the cost or value of the Amierican 
products as to 


Articles assembled abroad in whole or in part of fabricated com- 
ponents, the product of the United States, which (a) were 
exported in condition ready for assembly without further fab- 
rication, (b) have not lost: their physical identity in such 
articles by change in form, shape, or otherwise, and (c) have not 
been advanced in value or improved in condition abroad except 
by being assembled and except. by operations incidental to the 
assembly process such as cleaning, lubricating, and painting. 

The imported knots and brushes are made up of five or six parts. 
In the case of the knots these parts consist of nylon filaments, a center 
piece or plug, epoxy setting material, an aluminum insert, and a metal 
ferrule. In the case of the brushes a wooden handle is added to the 
other parts. 

Both the knots and the brushes contain filaments of different 
lengths—some as many as six different sizes. And the filaments are 
tapered by about 3314% from the butt end to the tip or paint-applying 
end. 

The record shows that the disputed filaments were exported to 
Canada from the United States in the form of bundles measuring 
about 214 to 3 inches in diameter held together by rubber bands, 
one size to a bundle, and packed in cartons weighing approximately 
25 pounds. Some of these bundles contain filaments which are raw, 
i.e., have not been tipped and flagged.t But prior to their meeting up 
with other parts of the knots and brushes the filaments are homogene- 
ously mixed together either in Canada where one end is butt ground ” 
or in the United States prior to exportation. 

In Canada the mixed filaments are broken down into “batch” quan- 
tities and then into “machine-load” quantities. A worker takes a hand- 
ful of the mixed filaments approximating the quantity required for 
a particular knot or brush. These filaments are placed in a balance 
scale, counterbalanced by a “control sample” of the desired weight. 
The worker adjusts the original estimate by adding or taking away 
filaments until an even balance is achieved. 

The weighed out filaments are slipped into a ferrule and butted down 
to a point where all the butt ends are uniform and even with the back 
of the ferrule. The ferrule is slipped back slightly, the filaments parted 
with a knife blade, and a wooden plug is inserted amongst the butt 


1“Tipping” is a process whereby the small end of the nylon filament is pointed by 
grinding wheels to remove bluntness; “flagging” is the splitting of the small ends with 
knives, 

2A “grinding” operation performed on the butt end of the filament to roughen it, 


tending to produce a more solid bond with the epoxy which is applied during a later 
operation. 
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ends. The worker next, uses a “push stick” to pusli the butt ends to 
the proper point in the ferrule, thus producing a space for the sub- 
sequent pouring of epoxy setting material. 

An aluminum insert is then placed in the ferrule behind the nylon 
filaments, and a measured shot, of epoxy is poured inside the ferrule. 
The epoxy seeps through the holes of the insert and into the filament 
butt ends. The knot is allowed to stand for a number of hours to permit 
hardening of the epoxy. And the finished knot-is then wrapped and 
packed for shipment to the plaintiff in the United States. 

In the case of the brushes, the brushes are made in the same manner 
as are the knots, except that the brushes are made from filaments re- 
ceived in Canada unmixed. A wooden handle is inserted into the ferrule 
and nailed. The top of the brush filaments is ground on a sanding belt 
and the brush run through a whip-out machine which removes loose 
filaments. 

In support of its contention, plaintiffs argue, among other things: 


The articles exported were the individual filaments or bristle 
components; not bundles into which it was found expedient to 
group them for transportation. It is irrelevant that a bundle did 
not contain the precise number of bristles to make one or two 
or any other number of brushes. Certainly, unpacking and sep- 
arating the bristles into the proper groupings is not a process 
of manufacture or other advancement in condition which would 
preclude applicability of Item 807.00. 

It is now well settled that articles are not precluded from 
807.00 treatment merely because they are shipped in bulk... . 


To this argument defendant replies : 


. .. the nylon filaments were exported from the United States 
in bundles. The component therefore, is not the individual nylon 
filaments, but rather the bundled form. £. Dillingham, Ine. v. 
United States, 60 CCPA 39, C.A.D. 1078, 470 F.2d 629 (1972). 
Bs * % a x a a 
. . . the nylon filaments at bar were subject to essential and 
necessary Canadian operations, all of which took place prior to 
their meeting up with the metal ferrule component. 

On the instant facts the court agrees with the defendant’s argu- 
ment. In £. Dillingham, Inc. v. United States, 60 CCPA 39, C.A.D. 
1078, 470 F. 2d 629 (1972), relied upon by defendant, the merchandise 
consisted of bulk fiber shipped to Canada together with fabric to be 
made up there into papermakers felt and returned to the States. In 
rejecting the appellant’s (importer’s) argument that the individual 
fibers must be considered as a component of the assembled article for 
purposes of item 807.00, the appellate court said: 

.. . We believe that the fiber must be considered to be a com- 


ponent in the bulk, baled form, en masse, in which it left the United 
States. 
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And the court went on to state: 


Considering item 807.00 clause (a), we must determine whether 
operations performed on the exported component between its 
arrival abroad and the assembly, show that the component, as 
exported,’ was not “in condition ready for assembly without 
further fabrication.” ... .. 

In the Dillingham. case our appeals court. was of the opinion that 
assembly did not occur until the fiber component came together with 
the fabric component. And the court there found the interim oper- 
ations on the fiber to.consist of at least opening, oiling, and carding, 
and held these operations to constitute “further fabrication” necessary 
to make the fiber component ready for assembly. 

In the instant case the court is of the opinion that the facts at bar 
are analogous to those in the Dillingham case. Although the evidence 
at bar shows that the operations performed in Canada on the various 
knots and bruslies involved herein were not uniform, nevertheless, all 
cases involved a breaking down into batch quantities, and then sorting 
into machine-load quantities by weight and size in order to produce 
the ingredients for any one knot or brush and thereby permit the 
joining of the selected filaments with other components. And without 
this essential processing the filaments as exported would not be capable 
of being assembled. This interim processing, in the court’s view, con- 
stitutes “further fabrication” within the meaning of item 807.00 clause 
(a). The word “fabricate” from which the statutory word “fabrica- 
tion” is derived means, among other things, “to form into a whole by 
uniting parts: consTrucT, BuILD . . .” [Webster’s Third New In- 
ternational Dictionary (1961 edition) J. 

The case of General Instrument Corporation v. United States, 60 
CCPA 178, C.A.D. 1106,,480 F. 2d 1402 (1973), relied upon by the 
plaintiffs here, does not require a different conclusion on the instant 
facts. In the General Instrument Corporation case the bulk foil, paper, 
metal tabs, plastic insulating film, and cellophane tape, all entered 
directly into the assembly process (capacitors) right off the roll, and 
the cutting or severing was performed on the bulk materials only 
for the purpose of separating the completed assembly from the supply 
source. However, in the instant case as well as in the Dillingham case 
the bulk materials never entered into the assembly process in the form 
in which they were exported from the United States. 

On the basis of the evidence of record the court concludes that 
the district director committed no error in disallowing item 807.00 
treatment for the nylon filaments at bar in view of the non-compliance 
with item 807.00 clause (a). The court does not consider that clauses 
(b) and (c) of item 807.00 pose issues for decision. These actions 
must be dismissed. 

Judgment will be entered accordingly. 
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Customs Rules Decision 
(C.R.D. 74-11) 


Hamesro AuTOMOTIVE CORPORATION v. UNITED STATES 
Memorandum Opinion and Order 
Court Nos. 70/55539, etc. 


{Motion to compel defendant to answer interrogatories and produce documents 
granted in part and denied in part.] 


(Dated September 30, 1974) 


Alan 8. Hays for the plaintiff. 
Carla A. Hills, Assistant Attorney General (Velta A. Melnbrencis, trial 
attorney ), for the defendant. 


Warson, Judge: Plaintiff has moved to compel defendant to pro- 
vide further answers to certain of plaintiff’s interrogatories and to 
produce certain requested documents. 

Plaintiffs interrogatory number 10 asks for the date upon which 
a letter written by the Acting Commissioner of Customs and dated 
September 20, 1960, was transmitted to all ports on the Customs 
Information Exchange. Defendant first responded by referring to a 
previous answer in which it acknowledged the transmission. of the 
letter to the ports of Houston, San Francisco and Chicago, indicated 
ignorance of the exact date and, although obliquely admitting the 
transmission to all ports, objected to responding with respect to all 
46 customs districts. In a supplemental response, defendant indicated 
that the letter in question was transmitted to all ports on the Customs 
Information Exchange via CIE 1331/57 Suppl. No. 1, dated Septem- 
ber 26, 1960. 

It is clear from plaintiff’s motion that it was not aware of defend- 
ant’s supplementary response when it made its motion to compel, 

26 
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Defendant’s supplementary response is properly responsive and plain- 
tiff’s motion to compel an answer with respect to interrogatory number 
10 must accordingly be denied. 

Plaintiff's interrogatory number 20 asks for the detailed duties of 
the U.S. Appraiser of Merchandise as of November 2, 1960. Defendant 
responded by citing the relevant statute and regulations, i.e., 19 U.S.C. 
1500 and part 14 of C.F.R. Since the “U.S. Appraiser” was the ap- 
praiser at the port of New York, this response is adequate and as 
precise as warranted by plaintiff's interrogatory. Accordingly, plain- 
tiff’s motion must be denied as to this interrogatory as well. 

Plaintiff's interrogatory number 25 asks whether a letter from the 
U.S. Appraiser to the Director of Export Finance for British Motor 
Corporation was transmitted to any other port by means other than 
the C.I.E. Defendant stated in its supplementary response that, al- 
though a copy of the letter in question was in the files at the ports of 
Houston and San Francisco, it could not determine how and when such 
copies had been transmitted. Although this answer may be disappoint- 
ing to plaintiff, it is responsive and an order to compel a further an- 
swer is not justified. 

In its supplementary response to interrogatories 28 and 29, defend- 
ant has supplied the names of certain customs examiners who may have 
been involved in the processing of the entries in dispute at the ports of 
Houston, San Francisco and Chicago. This was in response to plain- 
tiff’s request for the name of each person in those ports who was in- 
volved with processing the entries involved at those ports. Under the 
circumstances and without greater precision in the interrogatory, I 
consider this an adequate response. 

Plaintiff's 14th and 17th requests, related to the production of docu- 
ments, request the defendant to produce documents which support 
defendant’s position that the actions of which plaintiff complains were 
matters of construction of the law and not clerical errors, mistakes of 
fact or other inadvertencies. Since defendant has made it plain that 
its position is based on its evaluation of the notices or communications 
made by plaintiff and not on the basis of any special documents in 
defendant’s possession, plaintiff’s motion is without merit as to these 
two requests. 

The final request in dispute is number 4 in which plaintiff requested 
copies of all communications among the various ports and among the 
Bureau of Customs and any port or official thereof during the time 
periods covered by the complaint and concerning the entries set forth 
in exhibit A to the complaint. 

Defendant supplied what it considered to be all non-privileged com- 
munications between the ports of Houston, San Francisco, Chicago 
and Washington headquarters but objected to communications pre- 
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pared for this litigation on the ground of attorney-client privilege and 
communications expressing opinions on the ground of executive privi- 
lege. Plaintiff has disclaimed any desire for documents covered by the 
attorney-client privilege so that the dispute centers on the other com- 
munications within the Bureau of Customs regarding the entries under 
litigation and concerning which defendant has asserted executive 
privilege. 

For the procedural reasons set out hereinafter, I will grant plain- 
tiff’s motions as to its request number 4. 

It must be kept in mind that executive privilege as it is relevant 
here, is asserted within the framework of the judicial process. It is 
a marked exception to the general rule that all evidence ought to be 
available for a trial. As the Supreme Court recently stated, “What- 
ever their origins, these exceptions to the demand for every man’s evi- 
dence are not lightly created nor expansively construed, for they are 
in derogation of the search for truth. [Footnote omitted.]” United 
States v. Nixon, 94 S.Ct. 3090, 3108 (July 24, 1974). 

In this context I would add that considering the exceptional nature 
of executive privilege when asserted in a judicial proceeding it should 
be claimed in a definitive and authoritative manner, In other words, it 
should be plain that the privilege is being asserted pursuant to the 
will of the party for whose protection it exists and concerning spe- 
cifically identifiable material and not in a merely tactical or reflexive 
manner by counsel. 

Since the privilege may be waived, even the presence of all the 
theoretical requirements for the validation of executive privilege may 
be irrelevant. I cannot accept the mere advancement of an argument 
by the Department of Justice for executive privilege as an assertion of 
executive privilege or even treat it as an “informal” claim, a hybrid 
form to the creation of which I do not wish to contribute. A privilege 
is either claimed or waived. An “informal” claim can only lead to an 
“informal” opinion which is advisory in nature and contrary to ju- 
dicial practice. 

By logic and law, I believe that without express authorization the 
Department of Justice can no more assert executive privilege on behalf 
of another department of the executive branch than it can testify 
for another department. ; 

The appropriate authority in the department concerned must make 
a direct assertion of executive privilege in writing to the court and 
identify with a reasonable degree of precision the items concerning 
which privilege is asserted. This is the very least which can be de- 
manded to insure both that the privilege is being genuinely and 


thoughtfully asserted and that the trial judge is sufficiently informed 
to rule on the matter. 
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Procedurally speaking, I have in mind the decision in United States 
v. Reynolds, 345 U.S. 1, 10-11, in which the Supreme Court stated as 
follows: 


* * * On the record before the trial court it appeared that 
this accident occurred to a military plane which had gone aloft to 
test secret electronic equipment. Certainly there was a reasonable 
danger that the accident investigation report would contain ref- 
erences to the secret electronic equipment which was the primary 
concern of the mission. 

Of course, even with this information before him, the trial 
judge was in no position to decide that the report was privileged 
until there had been a formal claim of privilege. Thus it was en- 
tirely proper to rule initially that petitioner had shown probable 
cause for discovery of the documents. Thereafter, when the formal 
claim of privilege was filed by the Secretary of the Air Force, 
under circumstances indicating a reasonable possibility that mili- 
tary secrets were involved, there was certainly a sufficient showing 
of privilege to cut off further demand for the documents on the 
showing of necessity for its compulsion that had then been made. 


It seems apparent to me that if the court is to make a clear and 
dispositive decision, a fundamental requirement is that the assertion 
of privilege be clear and definite. I have no desire to exalt formality 
for its own sake. However, the principle that issues raised before a 
court ought to be raised in a manner which leaves no doubt as to the 
nature and definition of the dispute deserves to be exalted since this 
lends a precision and conclusiveness to a court’s findings which is often 
lacking in less circumscribed proceedings. Procedurally, there is no 
reason for the court to go further into this area of privilege unless and 
until it is convinced that privilege is definitely being asserted by the 
proper party. 

For this reason alone plaintiff’s motion to compel defendant to pro- 
duce the documents requested in its request number 4 shall be granted. 
It is therefore, 

Orverep that plaintiff’s motion as regards its request number 4 be, 
and the same hereby is, granted, and it is further 

Orperep that plaintiff’s motion as regards the remaining interroga- 
tories and requests be, and the same hereby is, denied. 
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CUSTOMS COURT 


Decision on Motion for Rehearing 
SerremsBer 30, 1974 

W. R. Filbin & Co., Inc., John V. Carr & Son, Inc., and Litho-Strip 
Corporation, a division of Amsted Industries Inc. v. United States, 
Court Nos. 68/47800 and 68/47801 (initial No. 68/47804).— 
Merat Propucts.—C.D. 4554, Motion by Government for rehear- 
ing severance and dismissal granted. Court Nos. 68/47800 and 
68/47801 severed from decision and judgment; said actions dis- 
missed for lack of jurisdiction and for failure to perform condi- 
tions precedent. 


Judgments of the United States Customs Court in 
Appealed Cases 


Ocroser 1, 1974 


Appeat 5512.—-United States v. C. J. Tower & Sons of Buffalo, Inc.— 
Parts OF AIRCRAFT.—ARTICLES FoR Mintrary DepartMEeNtT CeERTI- 
FIED TO BE EMERGENCY War Marertau.—Morions ror SUMMARY 
JupemeEnt. C.D. 4327 affirmed June 27, 1974, C.A.D. 1129. 


Ocroser 3, 1974 


Appeau 5513.—Kurt S. Adler, Inc. v. United States.—Gnrass Curist- 
MAS ORNAMENTS PackEeD IN CONTAINERS.—IMPORTATIONS FROM 
CzECHOSLOVAKIA—PLastic Inserts AND Box Tors: Propucts oF 
West Germany—Usvat Contratners—TSUS. C.D. 4354 affirmed 
May 30, 1974. C.A.D. 1122. 


Apprat 74-1.—Reynolds Trading Corp., et al. v. United States.— 
Actions on Octoser 1970 Reserve Fite Dismissep ror Lack or 
PRosECUTION.—Rerneartne Deniep. Order entered May 4, 1973 
(not published) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and 
vacating and setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed 
May 23, 1974. C.A.D. 1120. 


ArrraL 74-2.—T. H. Gonzales, a/c Florafil, S.A., et al. v. United 
States.—Actions on Ocroser 1970 Reserve Fite Dismissep ror 
LACK OF PROSECUTION.—REHEARING DeEnreD. Order entered May 4, 
1973 (not published) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and 
vacating and setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed 
May 23, 1974, C.A.D. 1120. 


Apprat 74-3.—United Silver & Cutlery Co., et al. v. United States.— 
Actions on Ocroser 1970 Reserve Fire Dismissep ror Lack oF 
ProsecuTION—REHEARING Dentep. Order entered June 13, 1973 
(not published) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and 





CUSTOMS COURT 37 


vacating and setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed 
May 23, 1974. C.A.D. 1120. 


Appeat 74-4.—The Akron, et al. v. United States.—Acrions on Octo- 
BER 1970 Reserve Fire Dismissep ror Lack or Prosecutrion—RE- 
HEARING Denrep. Order entered June 13, 1973 (not published) 
denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and vacating and setting 
aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed May 23, 1974. C.A.D. 
1120. 


Apreat 74-5.—Edward Hyman Co., et al. v. United States.—Acrtions 
on Ocroser 1970 Reserve Fire Dismissep ror Lack or Prosecu- 
TION.— REHEARING Dentep. Order entered June 21, 1973 (not pub- 
lished) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and vacating and 
setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed May 23, 1974. 
C.A.D. 1120. 


Apreat 74-6.—Gamble Import Corp., et al. v. United States.—Acrions 
on Ocroser 1970 Reserve Fite Dismissep ror Lack or Prosecvu- 
TION—REHEARING Dentep. Order entered June 21, 1973 (not pub- 
lished) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and vacating and 
setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed May 23, 1974. 
C.A.D. 1120. 


Apreat 74-11.—Wilhelm A. Maas dba Mans Trading Co., et al. v. 


United States.—Acrions on Ocroser 1970 Reserve Fiz Dismissep 
ror Lack or ProsecuTIOoN—REHEARING Dentep. Order entered 
July 12, 1973 (not published) denying plaintiffs’ motion for re- 
hearing and vacating and setting aside separate orders of dis- 
missal affirmed May 23, 1974. C.A.D. 1119. 


Apprat 74-12.—Air-Sea Forwarders, Inc., et al. v. United States.— 
Actions on Ocrosrr 1970 Reserve Friz Dismissep ror Lack or 
ProsecUTION—REHEARING Dentep. Order entered July 12, 1973 
(not published) denying plaintiffs’ motion for rehearing and 
vacating and setting aside separate orders of dismissal affirmed 
May 23, 1974. C.A.D. 1119. 





Tariff Commission Notice 


Investigations by the United States Tariff Commission 
DEPARTMENT OF THE Treasury, October 15, 1974. 
The appended notice relating to investigations by the United 


States Tariff Commission is published for the information of Customs 
Officers and others concerned. 


Vernon D. Acrer, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[337-L-77] 
TLrevm PROPANE HEATERS 


Notice of complaint received 


The United States Tariff Commission hereby gives notice of the 
receipt on August 12, 1974, of a complaint under section 337 of the 
Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337), filed by Scheu Products Company, 
of Upland, California, alleging unfair methods of competition and 
unfair acts in the importation and sale of certain liquid propane heat- 
ers which are embraced within the claims of U.S. Patent No. 3,645,512 
owned by the complainant. Insto Gas Corporation, 1360-70 Franklin, 
Detroit, Michigan, has been named as the importer of the subject 
products. 

In accordance with the provisions of section 203.3 of its Rules of 
Practice and Procedure (19 C.F.R. 203.3), the Commission has ini- 
tiated a preliminary inquiry into the allegations of the complaint for 
the purpose of determining whether there is good and sufficient reason 
for a full investigation, and if so whether the Commission should rec- 
ommend to the President the issuance of a temporary exclusion from 
entry under section 337 (f) of the Tariff Act. 

A copy of the complaint is available for public inspection at the 
Office of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and 
E Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York office of the 
Tariff Commission located at 6 World Trade Center. 

Information submitted by interested persons which is pertinent to 
the aforementioned preliminary inquiry will be considered by the 
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Commission if it is received not later than November 4, 1974. Exten- 
sions of time for submitting information will not be granted unless 
good and sufficient cause is shown therefor. Such information should 
be sent to the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th & E 
Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20436. A signed original and nine- 
teen (19) true copies of each document must be filed. 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Iesued October 4, 1974. 





Index 
US. Customs Service 


Cotton, wool and manmade fibers textiles ; restriction on entry: 
Cotton textiles : T.D. No. 
All 64 categories manufactured or produced in Haiti 74-268 
Certain categories manufactured or produced in Brazil 74-269 
Cotton, wool, and manmade fiber textiles in certain categories manu- 
factured or produced in the Republic of Korea 74-271 
Manmade fiber textiles in category 240 manufactured or produced in 
the Republic of China 74-274 
Wool and manmade fibers textiles in certain categories manufactured 
or produced in the Republic of China 


Customhouse brokers, sec. 111.17, C.R., pertaining to the review of a 
denial of a customhouse broker’s license, amended 


Foreign currencies ; daily rates: 
Hong Kong dollar for the period September 30-October 4, 1974 
Iran rial for the period September 30-October 4, 1974 
Philippines peso for the period September 30—October 4, 1974 
Singapore dollar for the period September 30-October 4, 1974 
Thailand baht (tical) for the period September 30-October 4, 1974__ 


Customs Court 


Additional processing abroad ; bulk materials, C.D. 4560 
Assembled articles ; paint brush knots and paint brushes, C.D. 4560 


Bulk materials ; additional processing abroad, C.D. 4560 


Construction : 
Tariff Schedules of the United States: 
Item 750.65, C.D. 4560 
Item 807.00, C.D. 4560 
U.S. Code, title 19, sec. 1500, C.R.D. 74-11 


Definition ; fabricate, C.D. 4560 


Documents, motion to compel answers to interrogatories and produce, C.R.D. 
74-11 


Executive privilege ; production of documents, C.R.D. 74-11 
40 
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Judgments in appealed cases (p. 36) ; appeals: 
5512—Parts of aircraft; articles for military departments certified to be 
emergency war material ; motions for summary judgment. 
5513—Glass Christmas ornaments packed in containers; importations from 


Czechoslovakia ; plastic inserts and box tops; products of West Germany ; 
usual containers, TSUS 


74-1 through 74-6—Actions on October 1970 reserve file dismissed for lack 
of prosecution ; rehearing denied. 


74-11 and 74-12—Actions on October 1970 reserve file dismissed for lack of 
prosecution ; rehearing denied. 


Motion to compel answers to interrogatories and produce documents, C.R.D. 
74-11 


Paint brush knots and paint brushes ; assembled articles, C.D. 4560 
Production of documents ; executive privilege, C.R.D. 74-11 


Rehearing, decision on motion for (p. 36) 


Words and phrases : fabricate, C.D. 4560 


Tariff Commission Notice 


Liquid propane heaters ; notice of complaint received ; (p. 38). 
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